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DETAILED ACTION 

1. In response to the communication dated 10/23/2006, claims 1-27 are active in this office 
action. 

Drawings 

2. The drawings stand objected to under 37 CFR 1 .83(a), The drawings must show every 
feature of the invention specified in the claims. Therefore, the method steps of claims 1-13 must 
be shown or the feature(s) canceled from the claim(s). No new matter should be entered. 

Corrected drawing sheets in compHance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are required in reply to 
the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended replacement drawing 
sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, 
even if only one figure is being amended. The figure or figure number of an amended drawing 
should not be labeled as "amended." If a drawing figure is to be canceled, the appropriate figure 
must be removed from the replacement sheet, and where necessary, the remaining figures must 
be renumbered and appropriate changes made to the brief description of the several views of the 
drawings for consistency. Additional replacement sheets may be necessary to show the 
renumbering of the remaining figures. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an 
application must be labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" 
pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will 
be notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next Office action. The 
objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 
The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 



3. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing 
to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the 
invention. 

Regarding claim 16, there is insufficient antecedent basis for "the configure file". 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

4. Claims 1, 2, 4, 6-12, 14-15, 17, 20-24 and 26-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
being anticipated by Martin (US 6,029,178). 

Regarding claim 1, Martin discloses a computer-based method of data replication of data 
in a programmable computer system (See col. 5, Unes 10-66) comprising the steps of: 

• polling a transaction log file (See col. 12, lines 6-16) of a non-relational database 
("non-relational source database", col. 15, lines 3-5) of a proprietary system (Fig. 7 or 
8) at a time interval ("scheduled". See col. 17, lines 43-58) for file transactions of the 
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non-relational database ("Change data is applied to a source database. . .captures the 
change data. . .stores. . .EDM log", See col. 18, lines 10-30) by at least one data 
replication server not running the non-relational database (EDM server 804A, Fig. 
26); 

• responsive to detecting file transactions of the non-relational database, reading the file 
transactions fi"om the transaction log file of the non-relational database by the at least 
one data replication server (See col. 12, lines 33-44, and col. 18, lines 31-35, and col. 
19, lines 38-49); 

• determining if the file transactions read fi*om the transaction log file indicate a change 
in the non-relational database based on a record type of the file transactions, wherein 
the record type is one of a delete, put, and update record (See col. 5, lines 35-58, 
v^herein the record type is the edition level of a source database including operation 
of changing the schema in the source database (update record)); and 

• if the file transactions read fi*om the transaction log file indicate a change in the non- 
relational database, sending the file transactions fi-om the at least one data replication 
server to at least one relational database (See col. 12, lines 54-65, col. 15, lines 2-24, 
col. 18, lines 31-35 and col 19, lines 62-66), wherein the file transactions of the non- 
relational database sent to the at least one relational database are accessible in real 
time (See col. 23, Hnes 45-54, wherein changed data is propagated/moved to target 
database at a 24 hour 7 days a week process, thus file transactions are accessible in 
real time. Please see also col. 8, lines 18-23, 44-48 and 54-57). 
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Regarding claims 2 and 15, Martin discloses wherein the file transactions sent from the at 
least one data replication server to the at least one relational database are sent via respective 
relational database connections utilizing a relational database access protocol (See col. 15, lines 
57-60). 

Regarding claims 4 and 17, Martin discloses wherein the reading step comprises: 

• retrieving a configure file indicating from which table of the non-relational 
database is data to be replicated and to which of the at least one relational 
database is data to be replicated (See col. 15, lines 25-31); 

• initializing a configure value (See col. 15, lines 33-42); and 

• connecting to the at least one relational database (See col. 15, hues 33-42). 

Regarding claim 6, Martin discloses determining from the configure file if each of the file 
transactions is to be at least one of deleted, put, and updated in the at least one relational database 
(See col. 5, lines 27-58). 

Regarding claims 7, 20 and 27, Martin discloses the at least one relational database (See 
Fig. 10, DBMS Target including DB2, Oracle, Sybase, and Informix SQL server) is updated by 
more than one data rephcation server (file servers 104) at a time (See col. 8, lines 15-39 and col. 
12, lines 53-54, and col. 19, line 62 to coL 20, line 3, wherein one or more of the file systems 104 
may store its own database which is desired to be replicated among various of the other file 
servers). 
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Regarding claims 8 and 21, Martin discloses wherein the at least one relational database 
is accessible using an end user query tool (See col. 15, lines 33-35). 

Regarding claims 9 and 22, Martin discloses wherein the at least one relational database 
generates at least one real time report (See col. 29, lines 26-35). 

Regarding claims 10 and 23, Martin discloses wherein reading step is performed using at 
least one data extraction function of the proprietary system (Extract block 202, Fig. 2 and 
corresponding text). 

Regarding claims 1 1 and 26, Martin discloses sending a real time equipment status from 
the at least one data replication server to the at least one relational database (See col. 23, lines 
46-60). 

Regarding claims 12 and 24, Martin discloses change in the non-relational database 
comprises a change in a field of a table of the non-relational database (See col. 10, lines 30-43). 

Regarding claim 14, Martin/Dingmah discloses a data processing computer-based system 
(See Figs. 1-4 and Figs. 12-13) having polling means, reading means and sending means for 
polling, reading and sending steps of claims 1. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 3 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Martin 
(US 6,029,178), in view of Applicant's Admitted Prior Art (Specification page 8, last paragraph, 
line 6 to page 9, begin with "the relational database connections 26" and end with 
"respectively"). 

Regarding claims 3 and 16, discloses all the claim subject matter as set forth above in 
claims 1 and 14. However, Martin is silent as to the at least one relational database being 
relational database selected from the group consisting of: an Engineer Data Analysis (EDA) 
relational database, and a Manufacture Execution System (MES) relational database. Applicant 
admits that an EDA relational database, a MES relational database was known at the time the 
invention was made. Since an Engineer Data Analysis (EDA) relational database, and a 
Manufacture Execution System (MES) relational database was readily available, it would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to use 
the well known EDA relational database, MES relational database as disclosed by Applicant's 
Admitted Prior Art as the relational database of Martin. The resultant use of the EDA relational 
database, the MES relational database would have performed the intended (by Martin) function, 
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without undue experimentation and with expected and obvious result (See appUcant's 
specification, page 8, last paragraph, line 6 to page 9, "the relational database connections 
26... respectively"). 

6. Claims 5, 13, 18, 19 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Martin (US 6,029,178), in view of Draper (US 6,192,365). 

Regarding claims 5 and 18, Martin discloses all the claimed subject matter as set forth 
above and further teaches opening the transaction log file (See col 19, lines 38-49, Martin et al.). 
However, Martin is silent as to retrieving a last applied transaction log sequence number from a 
last update file and locating a last applied record based on the last applied transaction log 
sequence number. On the other hand. Draper teaches retrieving a last applied transaction log 
sequence number from a last update file and locating a last applied record based on the last 
applied transaction log sequence number (See col. 37, Hnes 13-22, Draper et al.). It would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to 
include transaction log sequence number into the system of Martin and locating a last applied 
record based on the last applied transaction log sequence number as taught by Draper. The 
motivation would have been to enable to restore prior versions of data using log sequence 
number. 

Regarding claim 19, Martin/Draper discloses wherein determining step comprises: 
• retrieving a next transaction record; 
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• determining if a record type of the next transaction record is one of a delete, put, and 
update; and 

• determining from the configure file if the next transaction record is to be at least one 
of deleted, put, and updated in the at least one relational database. 

See col. 5, lines 35-66, Martin et al. 

Regarding claims 13 and 25, Martin/Draper discloses wherein the determining step 
further comprises writing the transaction log sequence number to the last update file (See col. 37, 
lines 13-22, Draper et al.). 

Response to Arguments 
7. AppHcanfs arguments filed 10/23/2006 have been fiiUy considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Response to Applicants remarks on 35 USC § 102(e) rejection as anticipated by 
Martin: 

Applicants argue: 

Martin does not teach "a record type of the file transactions, let alone a record type that is 
one of delete, put, and update record". 
Examiner responds: 

Examiner is not persuaded. Examiner maintains that the following disclosure, Martin 
column 5, lines 35-58, wherein the record type is the edition level of a source database including 
operation of changing the schema in the source database (update record)) 
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Applicants argue: 

Martin fail to discloses "wherein the at least one relational database is updated by more 
than one data replication server at a time". 
Examiner responds: 

Examiner is not persuaded. Martin discloses the at least one relational database (See Fig. 
10, DBMS T^get including DB2, Oracle, Sybase, and Informix SQL server) is updated by more 
than one data repHcation server (file servers 104) at a time (See col. 8, lines 15-39 and col. 12, 
lines 53-54, and col. 19, line 62 to col. 20, line 3, wherein one or more of the file systems 104 
may store its own database which is desired to be replicated among various of the other file 
servers). 

Response to Applicants remarks on 35 USC § 103(a) rejection as being unpatentable 
over Martin and further in view of the alleged Applicant's admitted prior art: 

Applicants argue: 

AppUcants state in the first and second paragraphs of page 1 1, "Martin does not discloses 
or suggest "determining if the file transactions read from the transaction log file indicate a 
change in the non-relational database based on a record type of the file transactions, wherein the 
record type is one of a delete, put, and update record". . .the alleged AAPA do not disclose the 
features as recited in claims 1 and 14, fi-om which claims 3 and 16 depend". 

Examiner responds: 

Examiner is not persuaded. 
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In response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, one cannot show 
nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections are based on 
combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re 
Merck & Co,, 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). 

In response to applicant's argument, a prima facie case of obviousness is established 
when the teachings from the prior art itself would appear to have suggested the claimed subject 
matter to a person of ordinary skill in the art. Once such a case is established, it is incumbent 
upon appellant to go forward with objective evidence of unobviousness. In re Fielder , 471 F.2d 
640, 176 USPQ 300 (CCPA 1973). 

Examiner uses the alleged Applicant's admitted prior art to show the obviousness of the 
different types of relational databases. Thus, types of relational databases are non- functional 
descriptive material; therefore a prima facie case of obviousness is established. 

Response to Applicants remarks on 35 USC § 103(a) rejection as being unpatentable 
over Martin and further in view of Draper: 

Applicants argue: 

Drapper does not mention anything about reading file transactions from a transaction log 
file of a non-relational database or determining if the file transactions indicate a change in the 
non-relational database. 

Examiner responds: 

Examiner is not persuaded. 
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In response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, one cannot show 
nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections are based on 
combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re 
Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). 

Applicants argue: 

The Examiner's combination arises solely from hindsight based on the invention without 
any showing, suggestion, incentive or motivation in either reference for the combination as 
appUed to claims 1 and 14. 

Examiner responds: 

Examiner is not persuaded. 

In response to applicant's argument that the examiner's conclusion of obviousness is 
based upon improper hindsight reasoning, it must be recognized that any judgment on 
obviousness is in a sense necessarily a reconstruction based upon hindsight reasoning. But so 
long as it takes into account only knowledge which was within the level of ordinary skill at the 
time the claimed invention was made, and does not include knowledge gleaned only from the 
appHcant's disclosure, such a reconstruction is proper. See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 1392, 
170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 1971). 

Conclusion 

8. Any inquiry conceming this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Merilyn P Nguyen whose telephone number is 571-272-4026. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F: 8:30 - 5:00. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Don Wong can be reached on 571-272-1834. The fax phone numbers for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are 571-273-8300 for regular 
communications and 703-746-7240 for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-305-3900. 





MN 

January 03,2007 



